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H.R. Rep. No. 5, 20th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1828)
!!0th CoNGll~ss, 
2d Session. 
[Uep. No. 5.] 
JAMES SCULL. 
DECEMHR 16, 18~8.-Read, and laid upon the b.ble. 
I-lo. ol' REPs..· 
:Mr. McDUFFIE, from the Committee of Ways and l\Ieans, t? which was 
referred the petition of James Scull, made the foJlowrng 
REFORT: 
The Committee of 1Yays and .Means, t~ whom was 1·ejerred t~e memorial of 
the Legislati've Council qf the Tcr1·itory qf Jlrkansas. itrging upon Con-
gress the prit'ate claim qf ,Tames Scull, beg lea-ve to report: 
That they believe there is no ohe of t~e rules tha~ havA been esta~lish~d, 
in relation to private claims. founded on more obv10us. grounds of pohcy 
than that which forbids Congress to act npon any 1tri vate claim without an 
application in writing, §igned by the petitione.r or his authorized agent. 
However much, therefore, they feel disposed to show deference to the me-
morial of the Legislative Council of · Arkansas, they cannot consider it as 
dispensing with the fiecessity of a fqrmal application, b_y the individual in 
whose behalf the interpm,ition of Congress is solicited. 
This remark is the more peculiarly applicable to the present case, be-
cause, if Congress were to grant the application, it could only be upon the 
suppoeition that the claimant had made an election, of which there is no 
sufficient evidence before the committee. 
But the eommittee .are of the opinion that it would be inexpedient to 
grant the appropriation ~olicited, even if there· were no informality in the 
application. 
The United States, in the treaty with the Quapaw Indians, stipulated to 
grant to James Scull a reservation of 1280 acres of land, in discharge of 
a debt due to the said Scull by the said tribe of Indians, or to discharge 
the debt in some other mode. It does not appear that the reservation of 
land was inadequate to the payment of the: debt; on the contrary, Scull 
himself alleges that it is worth more than the sum due him. It does not 
appear that he declined accepting the land; but, from aught that appears to 
the committee, he may now be in possession of it. As the treaty with the 
Indians absolved them from the debt, it is certainly incumbent on the Go. 
vernment to take care, that, in making a commutation by its sovereign au-
thority, no injustice be done to the individuals whose rights are subjected 
to the stipulations of that treaty. 
As there is no reason, however, for believing that such injustice has been 
done, the question presented to Congress is not one of good faith, but of 
expediency, merely. Is it for the interest of the United States to pur-
chase lands from individuals, in the very region where they have millions 
of acres for sale? As a general rnle, the committee think it would b~ un-
wise to purchase of individuals at any price; and they can see no reason 
why the Government should, in the present instance, give six dollars an 
acre for land, of ·which they know nothing, when it is notorious that the 
average sales of the public lands do not produce two dollar's per acre. 
They recommend that the application contained in the memorial be not 
granted. 
